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The Bilingual-'4ading Study (described'aarlierin'Mace-Matluck's paper)

employs various measures to assess the oral language proficiency of the

studentunder investigatiqn. The battery includes (1) ,a standardized oral

language proficiency test, (2) three sets of teacher ratings, and (3) an

.ethnographic verification of the children's language abilities based on

audio tapes collected in three different settings. In this paper, the

reliability and distribution of responses for each measure will be presented,

followed by a discussion of the relations among the various measures. Also,

.comparisons will be made across'time for the 41 children on which data from

two successive years have been obtained.

NN

Global, Indices of Dominance

One of the' primary-variables used in the selection of the target

children is gree of bilingualism, which ii4assessed in September by asking

4

A, -teachers to' classify each of their students on the Student Operational

Language Assessment scale - SOLA (Duncan & De Avila, 1976). Table '1 presents
e

the 'distributions ofsrdtings obtaiAed in September 1979 for the 60 target

students in District A (a rural and rather isolated school district in the
)

Rio Grande Valley of 6outh:central Te as), the 40 children in District B,

and the 20 children in District C (both of the latter being districts locateck.

some 40 miles from the'city of El Paso). For the 41 children from District A

who wei-e ttheir second year.of-partidipation in the Billngual Readiu Study,

heir SOLA classifications for the previous year.(September 1978) are also

given. .

In general, the data from September 1979 indicate that the leachers

rated all of these students as Spanish speaking: bilingual (Category 1,

20%Y; partial bilingual', English dominant (Ca,tegory 2,..8%);



Table 1

. Student Operational Language Assessment (SOLA)
Frequency count for Grade Levels Within Di$tricts

SOLA (1978)

4 5 .. 6

District A

5 0 8 0 7

6 0 8 0 7

...

0 .0

K

2

SOLA (1979)

3 4

5 0 5 .0 10 0 0

g"----11134"--- ,,-,--------

11 . o' 0 1

District B

15 2 29, 0' 12

2 3 5

3 6 2 0 8 1 0

2 0 0 0," 10 8 0

1DiStrict C

1

°Hi

0 / . 3 0 5 * 0.
l

0

4 0 "5 0 - 1

Raw
Totals

Percentage

24

20%

10

8%

39

33%

0

0%

36

30%

11

9%"

0

0%

SOLA Categorie's

1 = Bilingual.
2 = Partial bilingual, .English dominant
3 = Partial bilingual, Spanish doininant
4 = Monolingual English .

5 = Monolingual Spanish
6 . Limited English and SpiniSh
7 = Late language learner -1)\
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Spanish dominant (Category 3, 33%); 5panish monolihgual (Category.6, 30%);

.and limited in both Spanish and English .(Categdry 6, 9%). Note in particular
$_

. ,

',..th4none of theseLcbildrcn were Judged by their teachers to be late language

\
14

,

'tear' ors, For;ther, of the 11 children classified as limited in,both English
. - ,

1
4 . , .

..i
and Span. ish; 8 of-these ward made by a single first grade teacher in District

.

B, and we suspect that this reflectsithe particular teacher's 10ted ex-
., . !t..

perience with the new class of children early in the Fall term,:rathe than

the student's actual oral proficiency.

«The distnibut n of responses fqelf must notb2/taken as representative

1

of the students fom d in the three districts, as target students .were selected

to represent certain language resources at the exclusion of others.

Comparing the subsample of 41 stuffier s in District A, the data-suggest

a9trgnd toward greater English proficiency, shown by the increase in both.
o.

English and Spanish partial bilinguals coupled with a decrease in the number

of judged monolingual Spanish speakers;

4'-'- Each district-with a bilingual program is recired to administer at
, 4

. .

yleast one state-app ,cOmmercially-dvaliable language test to its enter-

, ihg kindertarten students, and these data collected for each of the

,
.

t,7-p,..

target students participating in the Bilingual Reading Study: All of the
,

.

C icts in last yearis cohort bad adopted the LanguagerAssegsthent cales -

.

LAS',(De Avila & 4ncan? 1977), and the data,from both the English and.'

.Spar ish yers ion are presented in Table- 2.

,'

Here, levels of proficiency in the two languages arer.combined to form

a 4Measure'known as Relative Linguistic Proficiecy, proledure suggested by
1

the authors of the test.. This index expregled.as a ratio of En lish

clsprofieiency to Spanish proficiency, uch that a 5/5 indicates a fully bilin-

gual child; k 5/1, a monolingual English-speaking child; a 3/3, a limited

N
Na.



'SOLA tonver

3

I Tabl

Frequency C6unt fear Lahguaga'Assessment ,ScaleValue-
Cotiverted to SOLA kale,Values ,

of LAS RLP Values ,

/

1111111111111111111111111

III/1 1/1 I 16

111111111111111111 i 9'(

A levels:

°tally 1,0enp tpeaker
arrfa ntisp aker,

4, p rentr.

Angultti ,4 fjc endtes
= Non--:t0,eaket, 'tota lingystic

I

1 SW C't -A

SOLA ConVerts of LAS RLP Values

(4:

3

I .

' d

'AA

14 1

.. . i 0 ,

. x -.3 F 0 4

4r

(

5 -6
. )

'''''4"'"' ..0

4 7
7 0 ,

District C

deficiencies

Raw
TOVals

gardientage

SOLA correspondences to 'LAS RLP valueu,

3' 4 5

.

0 10

" ..,

.

rktr

1.6% 5 %.

6

T.N4

10 as'

16% 0% -., 49Z ss4:( -

1 gilingual (RLO=5,(5, 5/4, 4/5, 4/4)

2 = Partial bilingual, English dominant' (RLP=5/3, 4/3)',-

3 = Partial bilingual, Spanish dominant (RUP.3/5, 3/4)

4 ..,,ktonolingual English (RLP=5/1,- 5/2, 4/1, 4qt
5 = Monolingual Spanish (RLP.1/5, 2/5, 1/4, 2/4)

6 Limited Englith and Spanish (RLP=3/3

7 =state language learner (jRLP.3/1, 3/22/1, 2/2, 2/3, .11,/3, 1/2,4/1)

CO.

4
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'spea-of both yanpuages; 40 a 1 /1, 4 late 1411g144g0 104010r, These

*ices 7ero:thett, grouped according to the 501.A classification system to

allow arroUtihicompar4on of the two measure'.

The most Striking feature of the data from 1919 concerliS the number of

Children classified by the LAS; as. late language learners, 49%; as compared

with none so rated by their teachers on the SOLA settles.

Looking at the LAS data. for the subsample of 41 target students from

.

District A, it, like the SOLA, reveals .a trend toward English proficiency,

particularly ovidknt for the older children. Note, however, that many of

these students'at'e still classified as late langumie learners by the LAS.

Teacher. Ratings of Communication Skill

Teachers rated the target students' proficiency in each language in

December (for 1979 only). and in April (for both years) using the SEDL Oral

Language Proficiency Scale - OP.RS (Mace-Matluck,.et al., 1979). This rating

is distinct from the SOLA ratings in that the OPRS ratings indicate 'each

child's overall communication skill in the two languages separately, while
'4 4

the SOLA ratings provide a more global language dominance assessment.

Reliability for the OPRS can be estimated via correlations between the Fall

t
and Spring, ratings, assuming that the constructs measured remain stable

over this time period. These correlations are presented in Table 3,
r

For the English ratings, the, correlations range from .76 to .82,
,

suggesting a,fairly reliable measure. FOrethe Spanish ratings,-the correla-

tions are substantially lower, ranging from .34 to .52. We suspect that

these values-reflect the restricted range of scores obtained in our sample,

and that trsonger correlations would obtain with a broader sample.

5



Tabl4 1
MI14114, temddrd Oevicitionio and C6rrelation4 Between the Fall

and Sprinq diliinistrations of the SEUL Oral Proficiency Ratinu-Scale

041sp

14_ .1; Sprii)
--- ..

r,, Standard :c0000ro
Mddidrd Mddd Deviation Mddd 0dvtAtinp,

Pronunciation 110 .1.2 1.60 1.4 1.21 .19

Graimuar 110. 3.0 1.52 .4), 1.27 .16

of .
fs-

Vocabulary 110 3.2 1.64 1.3 , 1.34 .80

Comprehension 112 3.2 1:56 3.4 1.31 .82

;4-..

Comm
1

Communication Skill 114, 3.0 1.60 3.2, 1.36 .78'

Fall: Spring:
Standard Standard'

Measure . N Meal) Deviation Mean Deviation r

C161 --74- .T 1.00- 4 .83 743Pronunciation

Grammar 101 4.4 1.00 4.4 .83 .52

Vocabulary 101 4.4 1.00 4.5 .78 .49

Comprehension 101 4.5 0.95 4.5 .64 .34

Communication Skill 101 4.5 0.93 4.4 .79 .35

Note: All correlations are significant at .001 level.



J41310 4 4d 6 display the results of the °NO Spring ratings for both

a

Enull01 and Sndni5n. Hie English ratings rosy %prIng IJtio show a hrocid range

of 4h1 lity with 46% of the children rated el4. hcalVd Ur hddrA4LIVIa In their

coimitinic4tiou skills (levels 4 dud h), and only tit rated 0 minimal

participants ( level i), with the roaaininu 43Z tailinu intorMedlaio hotwaen

and 1). the trod toward gveater inglIsh prori,these groupings (levels

cimucy roe older children observed th the SOO dead is ail o OviddhCdd hdrd,

a.) only 4 stUdeets In the tIrst grade In District A In 19/9 were rated at.

lev4,4 4 ants !I, but 4 year later In second grade, 14 students were so

ciassiOed.

The\Spanish ratings for Spring 1980 show the expected larye percentage

of proficient Spanish speakers: 88% CldSSIfled as native or near-native

ability with, none rated as capable of only minimal participation.

Baths of Taped Interactions .

In order to\provide an ethnographic verification of each child's

linguistic capability, children's interactions were audio taped in three

different settingS: (1) the 'classroom (teacher-pupil), (2) the playground

(peer-phpil), and (3) the home (family-pupil). As described in the earlier

7
papers, these tapes were transcribed and analyzed in a number of ways by

the SEDL research staff. One analysis was the rating of each child's over-,

all communication skill in, each language, usng the same scale as was used

for the teacher ratings. The reliability of this assessment is founded

on interrater agreement. Each of three raters independently rated 15 tapes,

and high correlations among their r ngs, in conjunction with minimal.mean

differences as shown in Table 6, e. high interrater reliability.

7
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Frwthioncy Cotint of Todchdr Natinto of Overoll
Con6uniceition Skill in En4iiti foe Grado (oval4 Within 014tricts

( PO.E (OM

Olutria A ,

District

K

1

K

1

District C

K

1

(OHO)

4

_Q._

2 2_ 3 0

Raw totals 13 26 24 25 28

Percentages 11% 22% 21% 22% 24%

Categories

1 . Minimal participation
2 . Understands gist of conversation; fragmented uneven production

3 = Participates in most conversation; occasional errors in production

4 . Almost native qualAty
5 . Native speaker quality

8
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4

1

Categories

0
1 m Minimal participation
2 . Understands gist of conversation; fragmented uneven production

3 . Participates in most conversation; occasional errors in production

4 a Almost native quality
5 . Native speaker quality

In

Oltr14;.t A

'0

01410- (19t10)

1

K 0 1 1 In

0 0 4 8

District C

K

1

4

0 0 1 t3

Lo
.
0 0 I ?,

a

Raw totals 0 3 10 29 62

Percentages 0% 3% 10% 28% 60%
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Table 7 displays, for each type of i -raction, the distributions of

ratings by grade level for both'Engl'sh and Spanish, and the results can

be easily summarized. For those speakers prefe'rring Spanish, th it overall

communication skill was judged o be native in almost every (case (98% in

T-P interactions, 95% in P P interactions, and 94% in F -P. interactions).

For those spekkers usin nglish, the tiata reveal much=more/variability in_

communication skills; especially in the classroom setting, but still show

large percentages of native and near-native skill (68% in T-P interactions,

84% in P-P interactions, and 85%'in F-P interactions).

Table 8 presents.the data collected from English taped episodes on the

subsample of students with two years participation In the study from Dis-

trict A. Again, they suggest that English proficiency improves during the

time period. In T-Pinteractlons.in 1978-79, 43% of those using,English in

the classroom were rated as native or near..native skilled, while, after a

year, 67% were so rated: In P.4' and F-P interactions, the percentages are

stable across the two years, but the small number of interactions makes for

a questionable conclusion.

Table 9 presents the data for thesame set of children, but for the

tapes containing sufficient amounts of Spanish to allow a rating to be made.

Again, the data show that for all children using Spanish in any of the three

settings, they are judged to be native or near-native skilled.

Comparisonsand Correlations Across Measures

The primary purpose for using the three different approaches to

language measurement reported above is to accurately and precisely assess

each child's oral language development. In Table 10 the means and standard

deviations of each of the'limeasures are presented along with their cross scale

11
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Table 7

Ratings of Students' Overall CommuniCation-Skill
In English and Spanish Based on Audio Tapes Collected
in Three Different Settings (1979-80 School Year)

English

Overall Communication Skill

1. 2 '-3

Spanish

Overall Communication Skill

. Teacher-Pupil Interaction.

4 5
,

0 1 6 8 6

0 2 7 "_ -11 5

0 _1 4 12 3

1 2 3 4 5

K

1

2

=66 .

1 2 .3 4 -5
.

.

'0 0

.

.6
.

0

.

,

25

0 0 0 1 *16

0 0 0 0 11

Pupil-Peer Interaction

1 0 4 6 13

1 0 .1 7 8

0 1 0 1 6

1 2 3 4 5

K

1

2

=49

1 2 3 4 5

, N=53

0 0 0 I. 35

0 0 0 3 38

0 0 1 0 17

Family-Pupil Interaction

O 0 3 5 10,

0 0 3 5 8

0 0- 0 3

Categories 4,
1 = Minimal participation
2 = Understands gist of conversation; fragmented uneven production
3 = Participtes in most, conversation; occasional errors in production
4 = Almost native quality
5 = Native speaker quality

N=40

K

1

2

7

2 3 4 5

0 0 0 2 35

0 0 0 '3 35

0 0 0 0 it

N=88

12 1 /4
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Table 8

Ratings of Students! Overall Communication Skill in English Based on Audio.
Tapes 'Collected in Three Different Settings in Each of Two Successive Years

1978-79

Overall Communication Skill

1 2

English

1979-80

Overall Communication Skill

Teacher -Pupil Interactions

5

2 3 , 1

0 6 2

N

4 3

2 3

'4

6 8

12

N=26

Peer-Pupil _Interactions,

5 1

0 3 2

1 2 5

N=8

Family-Pupil Interactions

3 4

a N=38

0 3

0 1 0 1

0 1 2 3 1

0 0 0 2 3

=12

1 2 3 4

N=13

--
,

0 0 ..' 3 1

0 ) 0 0 3
3

Categories

1 = Minimal- participation
= Understands gist of conversation;, fragmented uneven production

3 = Participates in most conversation; occasional errors in production

4 = Almost native quality
5 = Native speaker quality

=13
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! Table 9

Ratings of Students' Overall Communication Skill in Spanish Based on Audlo
Tapes Collected in Three Different Settings in Each of Two Successive Years

N-)
1978-79

Overall Communication Skill

0 0

0 0

3

0

Spanjsh

1979-80

Overall Communication Skill

Teacher-Pupil Interactions

0

1 5

4

N=15

1 2 3 4 5

0 9

.
0 11

ak

Peer-Pupil Interactions

2 15

1 18 2

N21

.5

0 0 0 1 14

0 _n0 1 0 11-

N=36

Family-Pupil Interactions

0 0 15

0 0 0 12'

N=28

2 4 5

N =33

0

0

0 0

14

13

Categories

1 = Minimal participation
2 = Understands gist of conversation; fragmented uneven production
3 = Participates in most conversation; occasional errors in production
4 =;Almost native quality
5 = Native speaker quality

14
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Table 10
'Means, Standard Deviations, and Coftelations for LAS. OPRS;

and Tape Rating.Measures

Measure

LAS

OPRS

ENGLISH

" Standard. CorrOations:
N Mean Deviation' LAS

116 2.5 . 1.48

116 3.0 , ,1.6b

Te4cher-Pupil ,Tapes 66 3.8
(T-P)

o .

Pupil-Pupil Tapes, 49 4.3 1.02
(P-P)

Family-Pupil Tapes 40 4..4 0.74

0,83

(F-P) ..,,

k .

Measure N

LAS 116
,.,

OPRS
_

114

Teacher-Pupil Tapes 53
(T-P).

Pupil- Pupil Tapes 95
(P-P)

Family-Pupil Tapes 88
(F-P)

OPRS T-P P-P F-P

.76* .47*

.52*

.50*

.59*

'.42*

.26

.:54*

:59*

.48*

.:4 INO

T.

Mean'}

SPANISH
''-

Standard
DevIetion LAS

e.

Correlations:
OPRS T-P P-P

a
F-P
----77T

3.0 1.43 - .25* -.03 .07 .09

4:5' 0.79 - ,,.21 j .03 -.04

-5.0 0.14 -.02 -.03

4.9 0.29 - -.04

4.9 0.23

-i*Significant at .01 level.

15
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correlation coefficients. The measures of English oral language show

moderatecoefficients ranging from .26 to .76, and an examination of the
. \

means shows that LAS ratings generally, tend to be the lowest, followed by

OPRS ratings, T-P tape ratings and, P-P and F-P ratings. In Spanish, thy,

correlation coefficients for the most part are zero, and an examination of

the means and standard deviations again suggest that this reflects the

restricted range of values which occur among the sample.

Summary

.The data obtained feom'the langLiage measures used in the Bilingual

Reading Study for the students sampled can be summarized as follows:

The standardized LAS values tend to underestimate the-relative
orallanguageyroficiency of those tested when compared against
teacher ratings using, the SOLA scales. The effect is more pro-
nOunced'in Spanish than in English, and for-younger than for older
studentsb c,b

teacher ratings on t OPRS are somewhat lowd? than those Obtai ned
on thetape, ratings. Both hold-thatthe students under investiga-
tion are proficient speakers of Spanish, 'and both show a trend
toward greater English proficiency overtime.

4
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